DangertHis  Incitements 

President  Nasser  has  a  srift  for  exposing  his  lack  of  responsi¬ 
bility.  In  a  demagogic  outburst,  the  Egyptian  dictator  has  hurled 
new  and  violent  threats  to  ''exterminate  Israel."  {See  the  dialogue 
in  the  next  column.) 

Nasser’s  discordant  words  will  not  work  for  peace.  Nor  will 
they  assist  his  efforts  to  regain  the  confidence  of  the  West.  On  the 
contrary.  They  will  embarrass  those  Western  diplomats  who  favor 
large-scale  assistance  to  him.  I 

Within  recent  months,  the  West  has  begun  to  deal  generously! 
with  the  UAR.  Under  a  new  agreement  announced  July  29.  just 
three  days  after  Nasser’s  speech,  the  UAR  niay  purcn^  $67.7 
million  in  U.  S.  wheat  and  fiour  with  Egyptian  pounds.  | 

This  is  in  addition  to  $48  million  in  agricultural  commodities 
under  agreements  signed  in  December  1958  and  May  1959 ;  $10,233,- 
000  in  technical  and  economic  assistance  in  the  fiscal  year  just  ended ; 
a  $5  million  Export-Import  Bank  loan  for  a  fertilizer  plant  And 
I  biggest  prize  of  all,  a  World  Bank  technical  mission  is  now  in  Cairo 
■  considering  a  $40  million  loan  to  enlarge  the  Suez  Canal. 

i  But  in  the  light  of  Nasser’s  new  menacing  statements  against 
I  his  neighbor,  this  lavish  assistance  is  open  to  serious  question. 

^  In  the  past,  there  has  been  a  regrettable  tendency  to  condone 
these  threats.  Nasser,  it  was  said,  had  to  make  them  in  order  to^ 
reassure  Arab  public  opinion.  Nasser  must  grow  more  violent 
against  Israel  when  he  courts  the  West  in  order  to  prove  that  his 
dealings  with  the  West  involve  no  betrayal  of  Arab  nationalism. 

;  Accordingly,  it  is  claimed  by  Nasser’s  friends,  we  should  not  take, 
these  threats  seriously.  They  are  for  domestic  consumption,  not  for^ 
export. 

But  can  we  really  overlook  irresponsible  utterances  so  loaded 
with  dangerous  incitements?  If  we  do,  will  not  our  silence  be  inter¬ 
preted  as  assent? 

Some  think  that  time  will  bring  an  Arab-Israel  peace,  that  new 
generations  will  grow  up  rejecting  hostility  and  seeking  cooperation. 
But  what  hope  is  there  for  peace  if  Arab  leaders  persist  in  indoc¬ 
trinating  their  people  with  the  most  vicious  anti-Semitic  propaganda. 

It  will  be  said  that  American  diplomacy  cannot  police  the  morals 
of  other  governments  and  that  moral  considerations  should  not  in¬ 
convenience  diplomacy.  But  we  have  a  basic  obligation — ^to  uphold 
;  the  peace  and  to  resist  war.  We  may  not  have  jurisdiction  over  other 
peoples’  morals,  but  we  do  have  a  duty  to  speak  clearly  against  any 
;  thr^t  to  the  peace. 

i  Since  we  hope  to  befriend  the  Egyptian  people  with  our  surplus 
foods  such  authorizations  are  unlikely  to  precipitate  controversy. 

.  But  the  Suez  Canal  project  is  far  more  debatable. 

Early  this  year  Nasser  resumed  seizing  Israel  cargoes.  His  speech 
I  makes  it  clear  that  he  will  bar  Israel  shipping  whenever  it  suits  his 
purpose  because  he  is  avowedly  determine  to  obstruct  Israel’s  grow- 
I  ing  trade  with  Asia  and  Africa.  He  is  at  war. 

The  question  must  arise  with  new  force  as  a  result  of  Nasser’s 
new  violent  outbursts.  Does  the  international  community  intend  to 
!  help  him  improve  a  waterway  which  he  misuses  in  violation  of  law — 
i  in  aggression  against  a  neighbor? 

Is  there  integrity  and  wisdom  in  a  policy  which  strengthens  and 
einboldens  a  power-seeking  dictator  who  acknowledges  no  obligation 
to  the  international  community,  but  serves  only  his  own  ambition? 
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Dialo9we.  Threats  against  Israel  by 
UAR  President  Nasser  reached  an  un¬ 
precedented  peak  of  violence  in  a  series 
of  speeches  beginning  July  22.  Com¬ 
ments  on  these  threats  came  from  many 
sources.  Thus: 

NasMr  (July  22):  “Israel  ...  is  a 
threat  to  the  Arab  people  in  every  Arab 
country,  and  its  conspiracies  against 
Egypt,  Syria,  Lebanon,  Jordan,  and 
against  all  the  Arab  countries  are  con¬ 
stant  .  .  .  Today  we  also  observe  that 
Israel  is  infiltrating  Africa  and  then 
Asia  under  the  guise  of  financial  and 
te>.hnical  aid  ...  Its  infiltration  repre- 
.>jnts  a  spearhead  of  imperialism.” 

Jorusolom  Post,  July  23:  “The 
seven  imaginary  victories  that  Abdel 
Nasser  has  won  in  his  seven  lean  years 
have  really  done  little  to  feed  his 
imdemourished  millions.” 

Gonoral  Abdol  Hakim  Amor  (Cairo 
military  parade,  July  23):  “I  do  not 
think  it  is  any  secret  that  our  sub¬ 
marines  form  the  largest  fleet  in  the 
surrounding  seas  .  .  .  Because  of  the 
unity  of  the  armed  forces,  Israel  has 
lost  the  ability  to  move  swiftly  and  to 
strike  at  each  country  separately  from 
inside  the  borders  of  the  usurped  area 
.  .  .  Israel  now  faces  one  armed  force 
which  lies  in  wait  for  it  in  the  north 
and  in  the  south.  It  realizes  that  if  it 
moves  against  any  front,  it  will  have 
to  prepare  to  face  a  full  war  on  both 
fronts  at  the  same  time.” 

Gonoral  Mosho  Dayan,  former 
commander  of  the  Israel  Army  and 
now  a  candidate  for  the  Knesset  (July 
24):  “.  .  .  We  should  return  hostility 
for  hostility  .  .  .  Egypt  should  be  made 
aware  that  even  if  we  cannot  at  the 
moment  prevent  the  Suez  Canal  from 
being  closed  against  us,  we  are  yet 
quite  capable  of  finding  the  right  mo¬ 
ment  and  of  searching  out  her  weak 
points  .  .  .  Egypt  slmuld  know  that 
any  policy  of  increased  hostilities 
against  us  will  cause  us  to  reactivate  the 
(Turn  the  page) 
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The  Morse  Amendment 


Another  efF<»t  win  be  made  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  to  put  Congress  on  record 
in  opposition  to  the  extension  of  Amer¬ 
ican  aid  to  countries  which  discrim¬ 
inate  against  Americans  on  the  grounds 
of  race  or  religion. 

Incourogod.  Sen.  Wayne  Morse  (D- 
Oreg.)  <^ered  such  an  amendment  to 
the  Mutual  Security  authorization  in 
the  Senate  on  July  8.  He  lost  by  a 
nam)W  margin,  47  to  43.  But  he  will 
try  again,  encouraged  by  a  ruling  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  Ywh  and  also 
by  his  belief  that  some  Senators  who 
voted  negatively  might  reconsider  if  the 
issue  were  presented  again. 

Sen.  Jacob  K.  Javits  (R-N.Y.)  has 
joined  with  Sen.  Morse.  They  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  when  it  comes  before  the 
Senate  as  an  appropriation.  They  will 
submit  their  propo^  to  the  &nate 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and,  if 
they  are  unsuccessful  there,  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate.  A  number  of  other 
Senators  will  join  them  in  sponsorship 
of  the  amendment 

The  amendment  read  as  follows: 

“It  ia  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
none  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  avi^ble  by  this 
act  should  be  used  for  furnishing 


assistance  to  any  nation  ^idiich  as 
a  matter  of  declared  policy  or  prac¬ 
tice,  as  determined  dt  ibe  Ihwsi- 
dent,  creates  distinctions  because 
of  ueir  race  Mr  relirion  among 
American  citizens  in  the  apranting 
of  personal  or  commerdm  access 
or  any  other  rights  otherwise  avail¬ 
able  to  U.  S.  citizens  generally.” 

The  issue  arises  mainly  because  the 
Saudi  Arabian  government  bars  Amer¬ 
ican  Jewish  soldiers  from  the  American 
base  at  Dhahran  imder  an  agreement 
'with  our  government  negotiated  in 
1952  and  renewed  in  1957. 

Discrimination.  The  Saudi  Arabian 
government  has  imposed  its  prejudices 
on  business  corporations,  as  well  as  on 
the  government,  with  the  result  that  the 
Arabian  American  Oil  Company,  yield¬ 
ing  to  the  dictates  of  Saudi  Arabia, 
has  inquired  into  the  religion  of  appli¬ 
cants  for  employment  Applicants  for 
jobs  have  been  asked  to  apply  for  visas 
for  Saudi  Arabia — and  Jews  may  not 
secure  such  visas. 

New  Yoiic  State  law  bars  discrimina¬ 
tory  practices  in  employment,  but  the 
New  York  State  Commission  Against 
Discrimination  permitted  aramco  to 
carry  on  this  screening  process,  grant¬ 
ing  ARAMCO  an  exemption  because 
the  Department  of  State  had  said  that 


U.S.  policy  in  the  Near  East  might  be 
affected.  Tlie  American  Jewish  Congress 
protested  against  this  practice,  and  on 
July  15,  the  New  York  State  Supreme 
Court  ruled  against  aramco  and  the 
New  York  State  Commission  Against 
Discrimination.  The  Supreme  Court 
said: 

‘Tf  the  enforeemMit  of  the  public 
policy  of  New  York  State  would 
emburass  the  State  Department  in 
the  Near  East,  then  it  should  be 
said  that  the  honor  of  American  ( 
citizenship — ^if  it  remains  for  New  ; 
York  State  to  uphold  it — ^will  sur-  « 
vive  aramco’s  fall  from  Arab 
grace.” 

Dhahran  Issue.  The  U.S.  agreement 
leasing  the  Dhahran  base  has  been  j 
under  Are  for  a  kmg  time  because  it  ^ 
permits  Saudi  Arabia  to  bar  persons 
wh(Hn  it  may  deem  objectionable.  As 
a  consequence,  American  Jewish  sol-  * 
diers  are  reduced  to  second-class  citi-  ^ 
zens. 

This  issue  came  to  a  head  in  1956, 
when  it  was  learned  that  our  govern-  | 
ment  was  sending  tanks  to  Saudi  Ara-  : 
bia.  There  was  an  inquiry  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and 
attention  was  focused  on  the  Dhahran 
base.  1 

On  July  25,  1956,  the  Senate  unani-  ^ 


vimufiny  the  newes 

continued 

policy  which  brought  about  the  Sinai 
campaign.” 

[Abba  Iban,  in  a  newspaper  inter¬ 
view  on  July  25,  opposed  the  Dayan  ap¬ 
proach  and  said  that  public  opinion 
would  not  accept  milita^  action.  He 
hailed  Israel’s  policy  over  the  last  two 
years  as  the  correct  one  to  follow,  and 
cautioned  Israel  not  to  be  dragged 
from  its  path  by  Arab  provocations. 
Military  action,  he  said,  ^ould  be  re¬ 
served  for  more  serious  situations.] 
Nossar  (in  Alexandria,  on  July  26): 
“Moshe  Dayan  threatens  to  invade 
Sinai;  let  him  come — we  are  waiting  for 
him.  I  annonnce  from  here  on  behalf 
of  the  United  Arab  Republic  people  that 
this  time  we  will  exterminate  IsraeL” 
N#w  York  Tbnot,  July  28:  “Presi¬ 
dent  Nasser  rose  to  the  height  of  fool¬ 
ishness  when  he  misrepresented  the 
history  of  October  7,  1956,  and  dis¬ 
torted  a  statement  made  by  Moshe 
Dayan  ...  as  a  threat  aga^t  Egypt. 
.  .  .  The  question  keeps  rising  as  to 
whether  a  person  who  talks  as  irre¬ 
sponsibly  as  President  Nasser  is  a 
worthy  representative  of  his  people,  a 
good  subject  for  intemation^  credit, 
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or  a  guaranty  of  somethin  represent¬ 
ing  peace  and  civilization  in  the  Middle 
East." 

Nossor  (Alexandria,  July  28):  “1 

know  that  the  New  York  Times  has  one 
personality,  that  is,  it  is  a  newspaper 
which  was  hired  by  Zionism  on  the  ^t 
day  of  its  existence.  I  know  the  New 
York  Times  is  a  newspaper  which  does 
not  represent  freedom  of  the  press  or 
the  honor  of  the  press  .  .  .  We  look  on 
such  an  editorial  policy  with  contempt. 
. . .  We  know  the  newspapers  which  are 
sponsored  by  the  Jews.  Neither  the 
Jews’  money,  their  newspapers,  nor 
those  who  support  them  will  scare  us.” 
"Veica  of  Fra*  Igypt”  (clandestine 
Egyptian  transmitter,  July  28):  “Camel 
Abdel  Nasser  spoke  at  great  length  to 
threaten  Israel,  Moshe  Dayan,  Ben- 
Gurion,  and  the  Mapai  Party.  He  stood 
up  like  a  lion,  took  a  deep  breath  and 
exhaled,  blowing  Israel  out  to  the  sea! 
The  head  of  state  who  was  a  soldier  and 
vdio  claims  to  be  a  new  Saladin  or 
Hannibal,  and  leader  of  the  Arabs, 
poured  out  useless  nonsense  in  this  age 
of  aircraft  and  modem  weapons  .  .  . 
When  it  comes  to  words.  Camel  Abdel 
Nasser  is  always  the  master  of  Israel.” 


In  Brief 


KIfkuk  Ravolt.  Leaks  through  the  i 
tight  Iraqi  censorship  indicate  that  the  i 
uprising  in  Kirkuk  on  July  16  was  ] 
caused  by  a  combination  of  explosive 
situations.  One  cause  was  the  rivalry  , 
between  Turcoman  and  Kurd  tribes-  jj 
men.  Another  cause  is  believed  to  be  ) 
the  resentment  of  religious  Shi’ites,  who  ^ 
felt  that  the  July  14  independence  cele¬ 
bration  violated  the  observance  of  the 
holy  month  of  Muharram.  A  third  - 
cause  was  the  defection  of  an  army  4 
division.  Communists  were  apparently  | 
involved.  Despite  the  disturbances,  | 
oil  continued  to  flow  from  Kirkuk.  f 


Earlier,  during  Iraq’s  July  14  cele¬ 
bration,  Premier  Kassem  promised  to 
permit  resumption  of  political  party 
activities  within  six  months.  He  pigged 
a  new  constitution  and  elections  for  a 
National  Assembly  within  18  months. 

Communal  Riots.  Israel  was  disturbed 
over  several  unrelated  outbreaks  by 
North  African  immigrants  in  various 
parts  of  the  country — in  Haifa,  Beer- 
sheba,  and  the  Galilee.  Poverty,  ad¬ 
justment  problems  and  pre-election  ten¬ 
sions  are  believed  to  be  responsible. 


...Time  to  Take  a  Stand 


mously  adopted  a  resolution  offered  by 
former  Sen.  Herbert  Lehman  (D-N.Y.), 
which  read  as  follows: 

“Whereas  the  protection  of  the 
inteflrrity  of  UnitM  States  citizen¬ 
ship  and  of  the  proper  rights  of 
United  States  citizens  in  their  par- 
suit  of  lawful  trade,  travel,  and 
other  activities  abroad  is  a  prin¬ 
ciple  of  United  States  soverei^ty; 
and 

“Whereas  it  is  a  primary  prin¬ 
ciple  of  our  nation  tnat  there  shall 
be  no  distinction  amonc  United 
States  citizens  based  on  their  indi-  . 
vidtial  reliflrious  affiliations  and  / 
since  any  attempt  by  foreign  na-  \ 
tions  to  create  such  distinctions  / 
among  our  citizens  in  the  granting  N 
of  personal  or  commercial  access  or  / 
any  other  rights  otherwise  aimil-  \ 
able  to  United  States  citizens  gen-  / 
erally  is  inconsistent  with  our  ) 
principles;  Now,  therefore,  be  it  i 

“Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  ( 
of  the  Senate  that  it  regards  any 
such  distinctions  direct^  a^inst 
United  States  citizens  as  incom¬ 
patible  with  the  relations  that 
should  exist  among  friendly  na¬ 
tions,  and  that  in  ^1  negotiations 
between  the  United  States  and  any 
foreign  state  every  reasonable  ef¬ 
fort  should  be  made  to  maintain 
this  principle.” 

Both  major  political  parties  took 
strong  positions  on  the  same  issue  in 
1956.  The  Democrats  resolved  at 
Chicago: 

“We  oppose,  as  contrary  to  / 
American  principles,  the  practice  j 
of  any  government  which  discrimi-  / 
nates  against  American  citizens  on  x 
grounds  of  race  or  religion.  We  j 
irill  not  countenance  any  arrange-  \ 
ment  or  treaty  with  any  govern¬ 
ment  which  by  its  terms  or  in  its  I 
practical  application  would  sanc¬ 
tion  surii  practices.” 

The  Republican  Convention  platform 
declared  at  San  Francisco:  , 

“We  approve  appropriate  action^ 
to  oppose  the  imposition  by  for-^ 
sign  governments  of  discrimina-  / 
tion  against  United  States  citizens.  7 
based  on  their  religion  or  race.  . .” 

Smid's  Visit.  Notwithstanding  this  res¬ 
olution  and  the  platform  declarations, 
the  agreement  for  the  base  at  Dhahran 
was  renewed  early  in  1957.  King  Saud 
made  an  elaborate  state  visit  to  this 
country  at  that  time.  He  was  received 
with  great  ceremony.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  went  to  the  airport  to  meet  him. 

There  were  then  some  strategists  in 
the  Department  of  State  who  believed 
that  King  Saud  might  become  a  major 
factor  in  Western  policy  in  the  Near 


East  President  Eisenhower  had  just 
promulgated  the  Eisenhower  Doctrine, 
and  apparently  it  was  believed  in  Wash¬ 
ington  that  King  Saud  would  accept 
that  Doctrine  and  become  an  ally  of  the 
United  States  and  the  West 
These  hopes  were  dissipated  in  the 
ensuing  weeks  and  months.  When  diffi¬ 
culties  arose  in  Syria  in  the  fall  of  1957, 
Saudi  Arabia  reaffirmed  its  neutralism 
and  disowned  the  Eisenhower  Doctrine. 

All  this  was  disconcerting  because  in 
the  1957  lease  agreement  we  offered 
substantial  economic  aid  to  Saudi 
Arabia — some  $25  million — to  build  a 
port  at  Damman,  and,  in  addition  to 
that  we  initiated  grant  military  aid  to 
Saudi  Arabia — training  Saudi  Arabian 
pilots  and  naval  personnel. 

Questions  were  then  raised:  Had  we 
made  any  effort  to  delete  the  provision 
giving  Saudi  Arabia  the  right  to  exclude 
American  soldiers,  whom  it  considered 
“objectionable?”  The  press  put  the 
question  to  the  late  Secretary  of  State 
Dulles  on  April  23,  1957,  and  he 
replied: 

“We  brought  up  the  matter  .  .  . 
during  the  talks  that  took  place 
when  King  Saud  was  here.  I  did 
not  find  his  attitude  at  that  mo¬ 
ment  very  receptive,  largely  per¬ 
haps  .  .  .  because  of  the  fact  that 
he  felt  that  he  had  not  been  given 
non-discriminatory  treatment  him¬ 
self  in  the  City  of  New  Yoric.” 

Security  Need?  Is  the  Dhahran  base 
indispensable  to  American  security  and 
can  we  afford  to  relinquish  Jie  base  if 
Saudi  Arabia  persists  in  its  ban  on 
Jewish  servicemen?  Sen.  Morse,  op¬ 
posing  any  type  of  expediency  in  our 
foreign  policy,  has  insisted  that  no  base 
may  be  maintained  at  the  expense  of 
principle;  but,  apart  from  that,  there 
is  some  evidence  to  suggest  that  the 
Dhahran  base  is  not  a  military  necessity 
vital  to  American  security. 

Former  Secretary  of  Air  Thomas  K. 
Finletter  wrote  in  1957:  j 

“There  has  been  much  unfounded  ( 
talk  about  the  ‘vital*  necessity  of 
the  Dhahran  airfield  to  the  inter-  | 
ests  of  the  United  States.  I  think 
I  am  reasonably  aware  of  the  im-  | 
portance  of  the  hose  structure  of  ) 
our  Air  Force  and  I  cannot  agree  / 
with  the  idea  that  anv  one  base  j 
such  as  Dhahraa  is  vital.  I  happmi  ( 
to  believe  that  our  base  structare  y 
should  be  strengthened  well  beymid  ( 
its  present  state  but  there  are  / 
many  places  other  than  Dhahran  S 
where  a  substitute  base  for  Dhidi-  / 


ran  and  the  additional  bases  which 
are  needed  could  be  located.  I  do 
not  believe  that  the  need  for  the 
Dhahran  air  base  in  any  way  re¬ 
quires  ns  to  sacrifice  the  principles 
in  which  the  American  people  be- 
Ueve  .  .  .” 

The  late  Secretary  Dulles  was  asked 
about  the  Dhahran  base  in  his  press 
conference  on  August  6,  1956.  He  . 
said: 

“We  have  certain  rights  there 
but  we  do  not  —  but  that  is  not 
operated  as  a  military  base.”  a 

Discretiemiry  Power.  This  question 
was  in  the  minds  of  a  number  of 
Senators  when  the  Morse  amendment 
was  under  consideration  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate.  Sen.  John  F.  Kennedy  ^ 
(D-^ass.)  <^ered  an  amendment 
whi<ffi  permitted  an  exception  if  the 
President  made  a  determination  that 
denial  of  aid  “would  adversely  affect 
the  security  of  the  United  States.” 

Whether  such  an  amendment  b 
needed  b  debatable.  The  Morse  amend¬ 
ment,  as  it  was  first  offered  and  as  it 
will  be  offered  again,  does  not  impose 
an  absolute  ban  on  American  aid,  but 
merely  states  “the  sense  of  Congress.” 
Thb  means  that  final  authority  remains 
with  the  President,  to  act  as  he  sees 
fit,  as  the  national  security  dictates. 

The  question  may  then  arise — ^what 
purpose  b  served  by  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment?  If  the  Admi^tration  insbb  that 
the  Dhahran  base  must  be  retained  at 
all  costs,  the  amendment  will  not  bar 
it  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  wants  to  make  a  new  effort  to 
persuade  Saudi  Arabia  that  considera¬ 
tion  for  the  sensibilities  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  pet^le  and  respect  fw  our 
Constitution  require  a  revbion  in  the 
agreement  the  Adminbtration  will  be 
strengthened  if  the  Senate  puts  its  con¬ 
victions  on  the  record.  . 

In  the  meantime,  the  Arab  countries  ' 
are  increasing  pressure  upon  American  . 
commercial  firms  not  offiy  to  boycott  ( 
Israel,  but  also  to  refrain  from  em¬ 
ploying  or  dealing  with  Jews  anywhere. 
The  Arab  League  has  sent  question¬ 
naires  to  American  firms  inquiring 
whether  they  have  any  Jewish  employ¬ 
ees  ex'  connections. 

[A  special  meeting  of  the  League 
b  being  held  now  in  Beirut  to  intensify 
the  boycott  It  seeks  to  persuade  such 
countries  as  Tunisia  and  Morocco  to 
join  the  boycott,  a  move  which  could 
have  serious  consequences  for  the  large 
Jewish  pt^ulation  within  their  borders.] 
Can  our  government  afford  to  tem¬ 
porize  with  thb  problem?  Are  we 
ready  to  take  the  necessary  measures 
to  uphold  the  principle  that  all  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  are  entitled  to  the  equal 
protection  of  the  law? 
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Th#  R«fuge«  Issue 

Discussion  of  the  Arab  refugee  prob¬ 
lem  during  the  hearings  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Appropriations  disclosed 
that  although  conditions  vary  from 
camp  to  camp,  the  Arab  refugees  live 
as  well  as  the  non-refugee  Arabs  in 
comparable  economic  circumstances.  L. 
Wade  Lathram,  director  of  the  Office 
of  Regional  Affairs,  Bureau  of  Near 
Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs,  was 
sharply  questioned  by  members  of  the 
Committee.  Rep.  John  J.  Rhodes 
(R-Ariz)  pointed  out  that  the  Arab  host 
governments  were  showing  a  “tremen¬ 
dous  lack  of  enthusiasm"  for  solving  the 
problem.  He  asked  whether  this  was 
because  the  West  was  shouldering  the 
responsibility  which  would  otherwise 
have  been  put  up  to  them.  “It  seems  to 
me  that  we  have  placed  these  govern¬ 
ments  in  a  position  in  which  they  can 
afford  to  be  pigheaded,”  Rep.  Rhodes 
said. 

Mr.  Lathram  answered:  “Perhaps  so, 
sir.  The  transfer  and  acceptance  of 
responsibility  for  the  refugees  by  the 
host  governments  without  affecting  the 
rights  of  the  refugees  has  been  urged, 
but  we  recognize  none  of  the  host 
countries  would  be  able  to  assume  com¬ 
pletely  the  financial  responsibility." 

Under  questioning  by  Rep.  John  J. 
Rooney  (D-N.Y.),  Mr.  Lathram  said 
that  in  1949  the  Israel  government  had 
offered  to  repatriate  up  to  100,000 
Arab  refugees  in  the  context  of  a  gen¬ 
eral  peace  settlement  and  that  this  had 
been  rejected  by  the  Arabs.  He  also 
confirmed  the  fact  that  several  thousand 
refugees  had  been  admitted  to  Israel  to 
reunite  separated  families. 

Among  other  facts  brought  out  by 
Mr.  Lathram  was  that  the  number  of 
refugees  claiming  property  in  Israel  was 
very  small.  The  Palestine  Conciliation 
Conunission,  he  said,  has  not  yet  re¬ 
ported  its  evaluation  of  the  Arab  prop¬ 
erties  left  behind  in  Israel.  He  said 
that  Israel  had  made  ‘S^ery  serious” 
offers  to  pay  compensation  but  Arab 
refugees  don’t  want  to  relinquish  the 
right  of  repatriation. 

Rep.  Otto  E.  Passman  (D-La.)  sug¬ 
gested  the  possibility  of  a  plan  whereby 
those  with  property  in  Israel  could  be 
repatriated,  while  the  large  majority  of 
refugees  who  have  no  property  to  go 
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back  to  could  be  relocated.  “We  would 
have  more  reason  to  relocate  these 
people  in  some  country  like  Australia, 
which  would  like  to  have  them — those 
people  without  property,  rather  than 
those  with  property  left  behind;  would 
we  not?”  asked  Rep.  Passman. 

On  the  Record 

The  Department  of  State  has  cor¬ 
rected  an  erroneous  statement  on 
Israel’s  contribution  to  the  United 
Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency 
(UNRWA). 

During  the  hearings  on  the  Mutual 
Security  Act,  Rep.  James  G.  Fulton 
(R-Pa.)  asked  the  Administration  to 
provide  the  House  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  with  a  report  on  what  Is¬ 
rael  had  done  for  refugee  programs. 
The  answer  appears  on  page  840  of 
the  transcript  It  said:  “The  Israel 
government  has  made  no  contribution 
to  UNRWA  nor  has  it  contributed  to 
the  United  Nations  High  Comissioner 
for  Refugees.  .  .  ” 

Rep.  Fulton  wrote  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  questioning  this  state¬ 
ment,  and  received  a  reply  from  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  State  William  B. 
Macomber,  Jr.  listing  the  following 
contributions  from  Israel: 

1948-1950  UN  Relief  for 

Palestine  Refugees  -$718,919 

1950-1962  UNRWA _ 119,661 

1962-1963  UNRWA _  1,029 

1966-1967  UNRWA _  136,967 

Total:  $975,466 
The  letter  also  lists  cash  contributions 
by  Israel  to  the  UNHCR,  totaling  $15,- 
000  between  1955  and  1959. 
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In  addition,  between  Jan.  1,  1952, 
and  Dec.  31,  1958,  Israel  contributed 
$2.4  million  to  the  Intergovernmental 
Committee  for  European  Migration 
(ICEM).  Approximately  40  percent 
of  all  persons  assisted  by  ICEM  are 
refugees. 

An  erratum  printed  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  is  being 
inserted  in  the  Committee’s  transcript 
of  the  hearings. 

Appropriations 

The  Administration  looks  to  the 
Senate  to  restore  the  funds  cut  by  the 
House  from  the  Mutual  Security  ap¬ 
propriations  bill.  The  bill,  totalling 
$3,186,000  was  passed  by  a  vote  of 
279  to  136.  This  is  about  $370  mil¬ 
lion  less  than  the  amount  authorized 
by  Congress  and  $720  million  less  than 
the  Administration's  requested  authori¬ 
zation.  The  Senate  traditionally  has 
been  much  more  generous  than  the 
House,  and  if  precedent  holds,  rruty 
restore  a  substantial  part  of  the  funds. 
The  final  Mutual  Security  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  is  expected  to  total  $3.4  bil¬ 
lion. 

Committee  Renamed 

The  name  of  the  American  Zionist 
Committee  for  Public  Affairs  has  been 
changed  to  American  Israel  Public  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee  by  decision  of  its  ex¬ 
ecutive  board.  Rabbi  Philip  S.  Bernstein 
of  Rochester,  N.  Y.,  is  chairman  of  the 
organization. 

The  change  was  made  to  refiect  the 
fact  that  the  Committee  has  been  sup¬ 
ported  by  all  elements  of  the  American 
Jewish  community.  The  Committee 
will  continue  to  conduct  public  action 
in  Washington  bearing  upon  relations 
with  governmental  authorities,  with  a 
view  to  maintaining  and  improving 
friendship  and  good  will  between  the 
United  States  and  Israel. 


